. In the internet age, websites ridicule the work of juries in an effort to show that it is a system p rone to fail.
In many ways this general uninformed critique of th e juT)' has done the institution a disservice because it diSCOWlls the truly important work the institution does day to day, case afte r case Witl,-out m u ch no ti ce. Ordinary citizens are called on any given day in any state, federal or county courthouse, to resolve disputes of all kinds between people or entities, with little comp ensation or praise. In United Slates ex rei. Toth v. Quarles, 350 U.S. 11, 18-19(1955) , ti,e Su p rerne Court extoUed the merits of "plain people" d eciding cases In later jurisprudence, the Supreme Court continued its theme by stating tllat the broad range of people in "the jury room (brings] qualities of human nature and varieties of human experience." Peters v. Kiff, 407 U.5.493, 503 (1972 ting in judgment of a multi-national corporation, a plumber, or a government official who is required to answer to the process of court adjudication,
In most important disputes, the potential for a jury decision plays a major role in how the dispute is resolved, That type of jury power is what the late Supreme Court Justice William 0, Douglas said "takes the sharp edges off the la,,'\' and uses conscience to ameliorate a hardship," Former President and Supreme Court Chief Justice William Howard Taft called broad jury power a "protection of the individuaL, .against the power of government,."
Still, the question of whether ordinary citizens should judge such important matters without training or experience has troubled many observers of the legal system. "At the heart of the dispute have been express or implicit assertions that the juries are incapable of adequately understanding evidence or determining issues of fact., ,[anyl better than a roll of the dice," Duncan v.
Louisiana, 391 Us. 145, 157 (1968) 867, 914 (1994) ("American juries, bound by fonnally mandatory instructions, undoubtedly disregard these instructions more than occasionally .. ,").
Certainly there are other ways to resolve disputes rather than submitting them to trial by jury, The long abandoned methods of combat, strange ordeals, and other more mystical fonTIS of proof have all been used and have failed the test of time. However, our current system of jury trial has been criticized as bearing too much resemblance to a trial by combat, with lawyers who use "scorched earth" tactics in a win at all costs approach, Some believe that a jury trial is more theater than law, believing that decisions ultimately tofofch/Apr:! 2))1 • Volume XXXIII! Numoer 2 are votes for the best la"'Yer rather than the reasoned examination of the facts and the Jaw. These problems, combined with longstanding skepticism about la"'Yers, have encouraged reformers to examine the jury trial and how it should be conducted.
Despite its detractors, many believe that the jury is the essence of our democracy, demonstrating our commitment to decentralized process through citizen involvement in decision making. Although praised ior its democratic character, it is often called too unpredictable to be reliable. Its sometimes unexplainable re'Sults have Jed some critics to conclude that jurors are simply getting "dumber!' See Harold J. Rothwax, same-race defendants has become known as "radal jury nullification." It contemplates that in some cases jurors would ignore the facts and the law and decide the case on racial considerations alone. Of course, the idea that juries would ignore the facts and the law in order to acquit is a longstanding exercise of jury power that dates to the foundationofourdemocracy. Indeed, its tradition predates the Declaration of Independence. In 1670, a jury acquitted Quaker activists William Penn and William Mead who were charged with uulawfula"""""bly. Ample evidence existed to support their convictions, but despite being denied food and water, the jury acquitted the men, sending a stnmg political statement against the British Monarchy that prosecuted them. It may be unavoidable that jurors will sometimes act in race conscious ways, It may be that race alone is an improper basis on which to engage in nullification of the law or the facts. And it may be that, when race becomes entangled with questionable political considerations, racial motivation of prosecuting officials, or prosccutorial excess and abuse of discretion, a jury may reach the conclusion that it will not partidpate in furthering the unfairness in the case, even though the facts suggest goilt.
Guilty
A jury, properly selected from the peers of the community, should be the last word before someone loses their lib· erty in a free society. Some attorneys will readily admit that it is not an impartial jury that they seek, but rather one that Whatever shape the jury takes in the future, the jury system is here to stay, How well the public receives its decisions will always be a point of debate, but the legal profession has a responsibility to protect its integrity and improve its fair operation in both criminal and civil trials. 
